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AMENDMENT UNDER 37 C.F.R. §1.111 
U.S. APPLN. NO.: 09/808,413 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. Q62535 



REMARKS 



Claims 1-19 are all the claims pending in the present application. Applicant thanks the 
Examiner for indicating that claims 3-6, 8-10, 13-15, 18, and 19 would be allowable if rewritten 
in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by Bork (U.S. 
Patent No.: 6,255,800). Claims 7, 11, 12, 16, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as 
allegedly being anticipated by Tada et al. (U.S. Publication No.: 2001/0018329), hereinafter 
referred to as Tada. 



Claims 1 and 2 are rejected for the reasons set forth on pages 2 and 3 of the Office 
Action. Applicant traverses these rejections at least for the following reasons. 

First, Applicant submits that the present invention, as recited in claims 1 and 2, is 
directed to a different invention than that of Bork. The present invention is directed to^ ^Koci 1 
for processing data received through a wireless channel^while Bork, on the other hand, is 
directed to a charging cradle and/or system for combining the function of the charging cradle 
with the ability to communicate wirelessly.j^^^ of T 

^^Sirif^ltsris "recited in claims 1 and 2. # . 



Further, with respect to the rejection of independent claim l 1 , the Examiner simply recites 
the limitations of claim 1 and cites: "fig. 11, elements 42, 44 and its description" with respect to 
step (a); "fig. 11, elements 10, 43, and its description" with respect to step (b); and "fig. 11, 10 



§ 102(e) Rejections (Bork) - Claims 1 and 2 




- Applicant amends claim 1, as indicated herein, for clarification purposes only. 
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and its description" with respect to step (c). Fig. 1 1, for example, is just an illustration of the 
coupling of components within a cradle (see col. 4, lines 38-40), and elements 44, 42, 10, and 43 
respectively represent a radio, a powerline, a computer, and a USB hub. INowhere, howev er^ 
doesthe Examiner identif y wgchfof the respective elemrats^egedy_cor^p 
bluetooJhjtrwdde_and bluetooth host 1; for example. Yet further, even if one analyzes each of the 
elements cited by the Examiner with respect to the claimed bluetooth module and bluetooth host, 
it is evident that none of the cited elements of Bork perform at least the stepjb;) in which the 
b^etooth? mo^duleTinforais, through a USB, that received data exists in the bluetooth module. Yet 
even further, Applicant submits that the limitations of at le^step^c ) arealso not taught or 
suggested by Bork. Therefore, at least because each and every limitation of claim 1 is not 
satisfied, Applicant submits that independent claim 1 is patentably distinguishable over Bork. 

With respect to dependent claim 2, Applicant submits that this claim is patentable at least 
by virtue of its dependency from independent claim 1. Further, with respect to claim 2, nowhere 
does Bork teach or suggest at least that a request for checking whether received data exists, as 
described in claim 2, is executed. Therefore, at least based on the foregoing, Applicant submits 
that dependent claim 2 is patentably distinguishable over Bork. 

$ 102(a) Rejections (Tada) - Claims 7. 11. 12. 16. and 17 
Claims 7, 11, 12, 16, and 17 are rejected over Tada for the reasons set forth on page 3 of 

the Office Action. 

Applicant submits that Tada is an improper prior art reference under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a), 
as Tada was published on August 30, 2001, which is after the U.S. filing date of March 15, 2001 
of the present application. Applicant also notes that JPA 1 1-370868, from which Tada claims 
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priority, was also published after the U.S. filing datg jaLthe present application, and therefore the 
JPA can not be used to support a 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) rejection (JPA was published on July 6, 
2001). Therefore, at least based on the foregoing, Applicant submits that Tada cannot be used to 
support a 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) rejection, and respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw the 
rejections of claims 7, 11, 12, 16, and 17. 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 



Respectfully submitted, 




SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 
Telephone: (202) 293-7060 
Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 



Diallo T. Crenshaw 
Registration No. 52,778 



WASHINGTON OFFICE 



23373 



Date: January 26, 2004 (January 24, 2004 falling on a weekend) 
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